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ABSTRACT . ' . 

' ' > A survey instrument to acces^ the statewide impact of 

^school vandalism was sefit to every public school distr ict in New 
'^Jersey. Information was requested on va/ndalism costs by 
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The survey results' are presented in a table format preceded by a \^ ^ 
narrative summary and conclusion froc/ the dat^ within the tables. 
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The New Jersey School Boards Association's Ad Hoc Committee to School Vandalism was formed in 
December, 1 975 to tnvestigate and make recommendations for delegate consideration on the complex problems 
of schooLvandalism. The Vandalism Comrnitte^felt thit one of the first steps in its study would be*.to access 
the statewide impact of school vandalism. To accomplish this end the Vandalism Committee developed a 
survey instrument which was sent to every pWic school disttict iri New Jersey. 

A total of 249 responses, re^esentjng 42% of New' Jersey's 586 operating public sch^^trtdistricts, were received. 
A. Total vandfilism costs for the following classifications: , ^ 

1. Glass Breakage ^ x , 

2. Fire-Arson 

3. Theft (stolen equipment and furniture) 

4. Property Destruction (graffiti, smashed furniture, washroom fixture destruction, carved desks 
^ and miscellaneous ruination) ^ 



B. Comparisons on the costs and incidents of vandal- acts for the years 1972-73, 1973-74 and 1974-75 
C Locatidn of vandal acts / ' 

D. Occurrence of vandal acts 

E. Methods/techniques/devices used to reduce the tons of vandalism 

F. Security cost data for the following classifications!: - • 

1. Exterior Building Lighting 

Z Security Equipment " ' * > * 

Break Resistant Windows 
4. Security Personnel ^ - * ' . > 

^ G. Vandalism and School Security Policies 

Survey results for each of the areas of vandalism will be presented in a t^le format (where applicable) proceeded 
by a narrative summary and conclusion from the data within the tables. For the purposes of this survey; vandalism 
is defined as willful and deliberate da\nage and theft of school property. ' 
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SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS 

1 . A total of 249 res'ponses was received from the 586 operating public school districts in New Jcrst-^ I he A2'/o 



ceived trom the 

response to this detailed sufvcy is vie^^ as a re presentative sampling by the Vandalism Q^mmiiu-e. 

2. The greatest school drsthct resporfte to the Vandalism Suryey was recorded in the glass breakage classit icalion, 
with a 76% response rate. ♦ 

3. The total estimated statewide costs to school districts due to vandalism are projected at $5,144,485 3 1 , ba'.cJ 
'on survey responses. 

4. The total estimated statewide costs for vandalism reduction and prevention are<)fojected at $1 2,5^,073.45, 
based on sur^y responses. 

5. The combined annual expenditures made by New Jersey's public school districts are estimated at $1 7,720,558.7 
as projected from survey responses. 

6. Districts reporting to the survey indicated that vandalism most often occurred in washrooms (mean costs of 
$1 ,430.76 per district) and to school building exteriors (mean costs of $3,049.31 per district) on weekends, 

' ' holidays and vacations, indicating that vacant school buildings are prime targets of school vandals. 

7'. The estimated statewide costs for security personnel is projected at $8,393,023.^1 , based on survey responses. 

8. The most frequent responses to vandal reduction methods (exterior lighting, securi'ty equipment, break 
resT^^int windows and security personnel) indicate an emphasis on immediate solutions to vandalism problems. 
Lorig range solutions in the area of community involvement, parental guidance and pupil education received 

^ fewer responses. ^ - 

9. Most b(jards^ education have addressed the problems of school vandalism and security m the areas of policy 
, interrogation, trespassing, reporting vandalism, parental restitution for vandal ^cts, community involvement 
S<ind student involvement. 



VANDALISM COMJ^ITTEE ST ATEN^^^^ 

' — jT\e New jersey School Boards Association's Ad Hoc Committee to Study School Vandalism expresses its sincere 
• • appreciation io\hose school districts responding to the survey. The survey results will be of tremendous assistance 
to the Committee iy concluding its work. The survey results should be used by school districts to assess the extent 
of van<^a'lism in tpejr districts and to compare vandalism losses with vandalism reduction and prevention costs. 
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